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- Abstract =

&

The two major issues addressed in this papér concerned whether

perceptions and needs for control varied across life domains, "and. «

-

. v ! . . '
whether control” in different domains had a similar impact on

psycHolbgical well-being. A related issue was whether the amount of

«

perceived contro! one had was of primary impdrtancé for predicting

well-being, or whether one's needs or desire for~control and the-
discrepancy {i.¢., "misfit") between perceived and desired control had

. indepéndent effects on well-being. Questionnaires were completed by 340

health clinic out-patients. Respondents answered questions about the -

amount of internal control, control by others, and_chance control they

perceived they had as well.as how mucH'they desired to have in one of

-
-
n “»

.six life domains: Work Life, Health, Personal: Life, émotibns.'Aétiqns &

Behavﬁor.’andjLife as a Whole. hIhree jndicators of weil-being were also
measured: anxiety, depression, and life quality. Findings indicated "

< a

thatﬂ{ndiQidué\s perceive& and desired different amounts of_cﬁntrol

v -

across domains. Both perceived and desired internal control waﬁ_hiQhe;t

in the self—orfénfed domaih of Actions & Behavibr. and, lowest in the

. o . . §f ° B
Health domain and the other-oriented domain of work'LifeJ//Desireq

control by others was higher in.the Health domain than in all other

domains.

Findings also—JndicatédA{hat control perceptions, needs, and

~

'“misfit”,had inependent effects on well-being. Well-being was most

“in-the domains of Actiohs & Behavior and

P

related to pérceived control

Emotions. Well-being was most related to control- needs ‘and "misfit" in
.the domains of Actions & Behavior ahd‘work Life._'On the whole, control

. in the self-oriented domains of Actions & Behavior and Emotions appeared .
. A

to be most impor tant among the domains’ for predicting.well=-being. These

ﬂ ) . . . AN .
.
O




results indicated that not,onT;_perceived control, but also‘'desired

-

~control and misfit between perceived -and desired control, should be

.

considered when examiqing the impact of control on well-being.
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The 20ncept of ﬁsrcgived confrol'has ' an a central issue in a v
. o . .
sﬁbstantial body of psychological rescioct # th has deyeioped over ‘the
isst sevsral dscadesa Numerous theor «: - = dee]s have prspbsedltsét
perceiyed‘tontrof is an important factor ‘:=:ing'a variety of
behév}oral, cogpitive, affective,” and physic~ ¢utcomes,such,as
i . e

R » . s g o

‘motivation, learning, depression, and health (Abramson, Seligmaﬁ, &

: : . e ° .
Teasdale, 1978; Coates .& Wortman, 1980; Krantz & Schulz, 1980; Lefcourt,
. Q .
1982; Rotter, 1966;°Seligman, 1975; Wortman, -376).
- ’ |
Much of the prior research on control has made two assumptions.

Firsf, it has frequently been assumed that beiiefs about control reflect

.

a generalized personality trait which colors-perceptions across a . -

variety of life situations. The second common assumption has been that
. . . - . Lo

the more personal controT people perceive themselves as having, the

" better off they will be. The ‘corollery to this assumptton. is that

»

' beople want as- much personal control as they can get. Yet, various

theoretical'consideratrdnslandlsome recent empirical 1itgraxuré suggest
that these assumptions might not‘always be appropriate. The specific:
" issues addfessed,here_cah be formulated in terms of two primary reséarch |
4 i v SRR . .

guestions: (a) Do perceptions.of and needs for control vary across -

- different life domains? and (b) is higher perceived personal control
always associated with greater well-being? This paper examines these -

. . . N . . ) - F . . - .
assumptions and presents findings which are relevant td ‘them.

Gene}alizabi]ity of Control Across Domains

Rotter's (1966) early'work on .''"generalized eXpectancies" for control

El

a

over reinforcements has greatly influenced much of the subsequent

researc¢h on control. One aspect of this theoretical approach, which '

°

stems from social learning ihepry, suggests that people generalize their




e
i
. - e

perceptions of conirol over rewards in one situation to other similar

\

sitlations. Such.géﬁeralizaiion leads to development of .a general

Y

atiitude or belief about the causal relationship between one's behavior

and its consequences. The resulting generalized '"locus'" of perceived
' . . . : ) . - s

control produces.characterfstig differences across individuals which can

influence behavior in a broad range of life situations. .ln this -

cOnceptualization,“individuals are normally distributed along an
internal-external continuum according to their genefalized expectancies
for control. '“Internals' at oneé end of the continuum believe that they

can exert personal behavioral control over rewards, whereas 'externals"

at the other end beiieye reinforcements are controlled by factors.

L)

a
i

outside of their personal behavior (e.g., cohtrol rests with fate or

powerful others in the environment) . However, subsequent reséarch‘hgs"
suggested that control expectations might be more appfopriatejy
conceptualized using a multidimensional framework rather than a sihgle

, , : . : O !
continuum (Collins, 1974; Gurin, Gurin, Lao, & Beattie,'1969; Gurin,
Gurin,'ﬁ Horriéon,01978; Lab, 1970§_Levenson,.l973a,b,c,197h; Mirels, “
1970; Parsons & Schneider, 197L; Réid-&-gare, J97h).'a

.

Levenson and others (cf., 1974, Levenson & Miller, 1976)'héve'

-5 ug;ges_t,e_d_tha.t_s.ep.aj'_a.t_Lng___e.&_t_e‘_ma'l control into at 1 e.a_‘s_t_Luo_dimens_i.onsf._

€

-

zontrol by'others~and control by chance factors, has fmportant.
¥ . . .

2

theoretical significance. For'example,'contrql by trusted others may be
predictable and even- desirable. (On-the other hand, control by chance

. factors often implies; unpfédictapility and randomness;Vhénce it may'be:

' perceived as hore threaiéning and stressful. Beliefs on these two

-




N e . 3 j/Aa,,ig..
external dimensions may,‘tﬁérefore,‘have a differential impact on »
behavior and other outcomes [see also Rotter's (1975) discUssion of

LI

L3

. . C r
""defensive'' and "passive' -externals].

Regardléss of whether contrpl expectancies are conceptualized as

singfe or multidimensionél, social learning theory would predict that

control expectancies can influence behavior in a given situation in two

~ -

-

differenf wayfz (;) generaf};ed expectancies fo; control ihflueﬁée
behavior when_a ;ituation is novel or émbiguous,.and when objgctive‘
sources of con;rol'haye'not been clearly perceived; and kb) ﬁpecificl
expec£ancies‘for contfol will Qavg an.impact.when it has been clearly
~defined whether or not a person ha§ control fq a situation--théf is,’
whether.regard is'contingentnon behavior (cf., Ro;ter, l§6€§ 1975) .
T;us,‘it m}gﬁt be‘predicted that generalfzed'expectahcies for"control,A
as reflecfed in_general locus of contro] meaghres, might be superceded
by expectancies inm specific_tyﬁes of sixuation§ Tﬁ(whi;h differences~in
. ogjectLQﬁ control are more Eeadily p;rceivéd. Fof examﬁle, expectancie§
- for cohtrdl might be qufte differént wheﬁ one considersuygridué subsets
of life sftua;ion§ (e.g., work- life vs; home life vs. ;mo;ional.fifei; |

N .

Assuming that the one';’objgctivé¢ability to control reinfofcements:

.___Lb;ougb_bebayion_yaties_acﬁcss_siiuaiions_and_xhai_peopie_dn not

<

g hecessarily over-generalize from one domain to the next, global

assessments of "internal' versus 'external' locus of control might

& . [

sometimes be less appropriate than more specific ones which reflect a

‘e . . . .o . . y a
particular life domain.//// S

Control ﬁérceptions maY have a differential impact on outcomes

depending on the dbmain in which they.are perceived. Only a few studies

have used domain-specific measures of control or addressed the issue of

] - :
s S > .
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general versus domain-specific expectancies.. One example is the

' : " A
development of the Health Locus qf Control Scale by Wallston and

colleaguesi(wallston. Wallston, Kaplan & Maides, l976).1 Another_eiample

is the'literature on "participation'" in the work'éomafng(cf.. French §

Caplan, 1573);‘ The term ”domainﬁ is used in this paper similarly to’

0

the way opheré have used ‘the térm (Andrews, 1981; Pervin, 1977). A life

domain refers to a situational context which is more specific than a

. e

global "life-as-a-whole" context but which generalizes across an array

of very specific situations ali'dealing with a similar context (e;g..

hdﬁe/famtly, life.,wérk.'thdol. self, heaLtﬁ, etc.) . 'Previous research
has inqicatgd that'relatively few domains can characterféefa Qide
variety of life sutuatlons (cf., Pervin, 1977), and that evaluations of
_-elatlvely few life domauns seem to 'add up' to moré alobal life
evaluatudns (Andrews, 198!), Thqs. |n.thé currént study, a few specific
life domainsﬁwe}e'examinéd as weil as a more;gi;bal life-as-a-whole

"domain" (the latter was intended to reflect some generalization across

I

‘more specific life domzins). : . ' .
. . . . #® o

Differentjating'domafn-spétific expectations would seem important

for better underétandihg themconstrdbm_di,COntrolJénd/ﬁhe mechanisms by

—wh+ch—8e++efsfabodt—contro+—tmpact—on¥a&apt$ve—funcbion$ngvﬂ—For—é~_—WM—w—~~

example, it seems likely that people might accurately perceive and

-” "

The ¢oncept of participation overlaps with the general concept of
control in that the term has been used to refer’to the "process in which
two or more parties .influence each other in maklng certain plans, )
policies, and decisions" (French, lsrael, & As, 1960). Several studies
have shown that partucupathp in organizational decision processes leads
to higher prodg;tuvuty. increased job satisfaction, and improved -
sinterpersonal relations f{cf., French, Kay, & Meyer.'.966 Coch & French, -
1948) . Thus, the generally positive impact of participation in the work
domain is consistent with the findings of positive outcomes frequently
associated with personal control but extends, _these findings into the
particular domain of work o : ' ‘“

3



T S . B | n\ ' | '.e.
wiilingly accept thatlthey have differing amounts of objective control

in diffefent types of’ciréumstanées. A person.with,a health, problem ¥

might gladly accept exterhal control by an "expert" (e.g., a doctor) and

even prefer'ndt to have persomral control when his or her healthvis
. threatened. Yet this same person-might eoncurrently feel a high;degree'a
ofhﬁersonal control?, in another domain such ag'at,horkf Similarly, it

~

is conceivable that some people who maintain high control over their
9er§onal lives might be quite happy to relianish responsibilities on

the job and readily accept the “legitimate“ external control of a boss .
’ . .« . . ’ ~ )

. . . . ,

‘Desire for Control

-~

As noted earlier, a second common assumption made in control

-

research is that people always want as much-personaT’control as they can

©

'get-—and the more’ they have the better. *Hdrever, some’ recen._llterature :

has questloned whether perceptlons and/or desires for high levels of

personal control are'necessarlly more adabtuve or beneficial (cf.,

Abbey, 1982 Janoff Bulman & Brickman, 1980 Rodun, Rennert & Solomon,
O{V‘ LY
,1980; Rothbaum;-1982; Karabenick & Srull, ]9783uP({tman & Pittman,

1979) . For example, Janoff-Bulman and Briekﬁan (1980) argued'that it is

not.necessari}y adaptive for |ndrv1duals to have extremely high

expectatlons for control when those expectatuons lead them to pe.sust in
‘a task after repeated failures. These authors suggested that a crucial

- factor in adaptive functioning is being able to discriminate situuations

for which persistent attempts at control will pay off from ones which®

will ‘not yield to a person's attempts at control. Thus, having

e

2 The terms internal control and personal control are used
. interchangeably in this paper. oo

F)
© e M

. a




" different perceptions of control across situatipns in which: objective’
. . . .. . - B . \\. "' . ] . = .
control does indeed vary would seem to be more adaptive than over-

generalizfng_subjective control from one situation to the next.

° »

Thus argument is relevant~to research dealung wuth Eﬁtuvatuon for

‘e
. 7

control.and whetber |gh or low perceptlons of personal control are

assdtiated with posut;ve*outcomes-and-adaptive behavior. For example.

_Burger and Cooper (1979) found that individuals with a.high need for

.
) PRI

control had the "i1lusion of control over chance outcomes in a gamb1ing
. . . ' . B o e ’ . .
behavior experiment. And; élthough having an illusion of control can be
'beneficial in some circumstances (cf., Lefcourt, 1973), it is ‘also easy

to imagine cases in the "real world“ in whuch such musperceptlons of .

[N

. control, over realuty could be harmful- obvuous examples are pathologhcalv

gamblers or,hugh risk-takers who have a poor objective sense of their

own vulnerability in situafions which are dangerous or have’potentially

serious negative consequ ces. . - e
()

Burger and Cooper (l979) also found that individuals wuth a~high

”désure for control tended to be more susceptible to learned helplessness
. than persons who have lower motivatjbn for'conérol . These fundumgs are

. consustent with those of Pittman and P}ttman (1979) who. examuned ‘the
veffects of helplessness training on individuals identified as having .

eitger;an internal or external locus of control. In their experiment,
s, 3 N ‘!.‘-I - . - .

conditions of - low helplessness training produced results typical of most
. )

. e ~ -~
control research with internals'performing better .on an anagram task and

. externals performing worse. However, after high helplessness training,
internals showed greater performance decrements and re€ported higher

depression than externals did. Overall, these results suggest that

having a high ijaternal control orientation might be detrimental in
y - A

P
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-frustrating conditions where one's sense of control or mastery is
. . . . . _ . . . .
threatened. |In such'conditions, lower expectations for personal* control
oy & ' B - N ) . y : :
A Y M . . J
might be more adaptive. . e . 1

Other research has alsbd pointed,ﬁo fac;ors which might influence
the dés%hé for control and whether h?gh perc

~

qiyed.personai_gontfol will

. . 4

* ! L [ V e . ' . <
result in positive outcomes. For-example, Rodin, Rennert, and Solomon
' . - ‘ [ o~ ’ '

(1980) questioned some of the basic_assumptions._about control which
: - b , P -

treat it as a “ﬁanécea for-life problems." These authors suggested-thét

- -

bne's‘desire'to_have control mighf depend -on" having emough information

to evaluate alternative courses of action so as.to anréase'the““_
. pfbbability'df getting the best péssible,outcpme. ngp[gjﬁ_willingne;s
. . - e (Jf. - . »
to take.responsibility for decision-making-and exertion of control may’
1Y . . :

¢

depéﬁd oh having sufficient ihfo;mationland experpjse‘fq handle a given

situation (see also French, et al., 1960). Such findings suggest that

) . : . . B 3
control over decision-making is desirable only ‘when ind;viduals feel
that having *such control.prOVEdes an opportun?ty fo bring about gdod

. . . .
3 L

outcomes and minimize negative outcomes.
. A1l these studies seem -to suggest that at least for some ' -

[

hd 4

individuals under some circumstances perceptions and/or desires for low

personal control (or high:external control) might actually be more
: : . . . o
functional--or at least not de;rimental. Not all péople have thg power,

‘expertise, or inclination to take pgrsonal control in all'circpmstances;
. -8 i ) . - ) . .
" Lowering one's expectations for how much control one can exert in’

-

- \
.

certain situations might be more adaptive than persisting in.unreaTigtic‘

. . \\ « . . ot
expectations that produce repeated failures (cf., Janoff-Bulman & '

Brickman, 1980). Simi-larly, in situations where pedple truly have

) ] ) . . .
little objective control or personal knowledge, it might be better to

. (9 . . .

] ‘ v A e

<4
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T

defer ta the external control of a trusted ‘powerful other or "expert"

A ‘ . 'p

who is willing to. take respon5|b|]|ty and is likely'td make good

>

. S A
’ - .

_decisions. — . ‘ . ) !

Person-Environment Fit .o

The 'studies jlst reviewed were selected Because they_élf point to
the potential importance of cdénsidering two_éspects'of control.

simultaneously: ~the amouht of control one haséand;the amount of.contrbl-

o ©
" ~

_‘one qegires. Most research on control has focueed only on the flrst,

that-is, how much control people thlnk they have (or expect to heve) .

However, |t seems - reasonable that havung more control than one want$: in
.. N : . ,
a given situation might produce JUSt as many negatlve-effects as haanga

a4

too little control. For example; being in a situation in which one_Ha§ '

more responsibility or control over others than one feels comfortable

Qith can proqdce stress and subseduent etrain (Cobb, 1973; french_& .
ety ) B . . N

Caplan, 1973). Indeed, most people can prebably‘think of settings in -
: ) . ‘ . .y

which they would be quite ﬁappy and actually relieved te have saﬁeone
else be in charge and make decisions. o )

. [

There have been a° few studfes.suggesting more poeitiye'outcomes
'when:an individual's_ control orientation was Matéhed to the demands of
“the situation— (BrownelP"*1982'-Bazerman —1982 Karabenuck & Srull, 1978;;

Quaglieri,. 1980; Rothbaum, Weisz, & Snyder, 1982) For-example.

Brownel1” (1982)-“examined the impact of  locus of control on performance
¢ & . . ’ ’

while manipulating subjects' perceived sutuatlonal control (which was

manipulated by altering,the subjetts' involvement in and influence over
\ - . o : : . .
~

decision-making lpxthe experimental task). He found that internally=
. R
oriented subjects both performed better and enjoyed the task more under

conditions of high situational (i.e., objective) control, whereas
. . )

-



— "9 o . ) .

- Kl

¢

extgrnally-oriénﬁedvsubjects per formed better and enjoyed the task more.
under conditions of low situational control. A conceptually related

L .
study by Bazerman (19B2) examined the impact on performance when there

Ed -

was either condruence or misfit betweén the amount of control avai}able‘

to a pefson and the person's perceived abiJity to make use of that

! °

control. He also fdgnd-poorer performance in situations that provided

“

either too much or_ too little control relative to a personr's pefceiveq,

ability to exercise contro\.

=
' \ RS

;Shch'studies_furthe?a§qpport\§he potential importance of N

. \

e .
1,

Eonsidering both ﬁow'much,contro1 pébple perceive they have as well as L

PP e - e — )

- how much control they want to have. The-notion that there is some _

op;jha] bfend of these two_asgpcts of control can be formulated nicely
using Person-anLronment (P-E) "Fit theory (French, Rodgers, and Cobb,

197435 French G'Kahp, §962).; Using this theory, one would hypothesize
that it is not necessarily the absolute amount of internal or external

coptrol a person has that affects psychological adjustment, but°rather

the relationshiﬁ between what- the person has éompared to what he or she
N . . - - .'. . ‘
‘desires. -Unﬁg{-this formulation one would hypothesize that *misfit"

betweén the control. one- has vérsus desires would cause psychological

. -
> * - : ®

" “stress and thereby produce poor affect and fmpaired cognitive and -

behavioral functipning. -

el

Examining perceptions of‘contfol in terms of a P~E Fit medel could

9

-provide a more powerful framework for relating bgliefs about <ontrol to

adaptive functioning. This model provides a theoretical rational for

+

integrating @ultiple aspects of. the control construct (e.g., bbjective

vs. subjective control; perceived vs. desired control). For exaﬁble,

-

. P-E Fit theory proposes that when a person’s needs (e.g., desires for

|
.
(%)
7




- _ 10
. control) are greater than the environmental supplies available for

'satisfying those needs (e.g., oppoffunities for behavioral .ontrol over

réwards). a stressfﬁl s;afe ex}sts'which produces "strain' (e.g:,
‘eeli‘ngs df dépriJat[on, f?ustration, dissi:isfaction. aggression,
negative éffecg.aénd ﬁéladaptiye beﬁavidr)} Similarly, if the
. . i R 4
enviropmental demands for bersonal control (e.d.. responsipflities for
. - . o |

others and decision-making) are higher than a person's abilities 6rl
desires, this aléo should producg stress related to the th;e;t of. \
failure or actual negative outcomes resuiting from‘lqck'of ability.
-This condition shdhld also‘produce.negat}vé consequen;es.sucﬁ as poor

_maiiecf_and_impaiﬁéd*periormanéer~~Us%ng~the-PrE*F%t—mdeTT“ébﬁfFET could

- *

be examined in the context of a broad theO(qticaW formulation which

3 .

integrates a seteof“concgpts and mechanisms considered important for
maintaining or improving psychologigél"adjustment and fdnction1ng'

(Caplan, 1983; Caplan, Cobb, French, Harrison, & Pinneau, 1980; French,

hY

Caplan, & Harrison, 1983; French, et al., 197k; Harrison, 1978) .

Summary of Research Issues and Hypotheses .

t <

This paper questions two general assumptions fFequently made in

research on control. The appropriateness of ‘these assumptions are
addressed in- terms of the two general research questions summarized
below. . s

a. Are perceptions and needs for control the same across a.sampling

 of fife démains? It has been proposed here that the control one has and
'

wants might vary across different-life domains. Fbr.example, one

specific hypothesis is that individuals might perceive more internal -
control over their personal lives than their work lives because work

(unlike one's personal life) is-a domain in which authoritative others

R 4 T
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-4

o

‘ : .
It might also be

(e.g., bosses) us;ally have '"legitimate" ﬁpwer.
hypothesized that individuals will‘wént.]eés personal control over

demains where(they feel less comp?tent to deal with problems. for
example, people who have*r:cently‘experiencea a.threat'tP their healih
might brefer control over that domain to be in the hands of an expért or' 

Upowerful other" (such as a doctor) -rather than in their own. hands or

left up to chance.
AY

b. Are perceptions of higher personal control ‘always associated

.

with greater well-being? |t has been proposed here that this might

»

depend on the life'aomain. For-example, people's general well=zbeing ‘may

be more affected by the perceived internal control they havepver "self-
) o

oriented" concerns (e.g., emotions and Rersonal behawior) than by, the

o -

control others have over more '"other-oriented" domains (e.g., work

life). |It-has also béen proposed hére that congruence between the

amount of control a person has and wants should be considered. It is ~

hypothesized that the congruence or "fit" between the amount of control

one has and desires will be an important predictor of -good adjustment
R

° -

and well-being above and beyond the .absolute amount of control one has.
. 5. o . oo
For example, a person who perceives low personal control at.work but

also desires low personal control at work would be predicted to show

¥

better affective adjustment than an individual who has relatively.high
. o : ot

personal control but desires a lot-more. This prediction would not be

-

made-by researchers who assume that the absolute amount of personal

»

control one perceives is the critical factor.

b
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Method : ’ s

Subjects

The sample consisted éf approximately 340 adults (61% women and 39%"
. men) whé were visiting one of three major'éut-baéient clinics in the
Detroit metropblitan area. These individﬁals‘were recruited as
.respondehts becadge éhey Qere part of a read?ly available subject pool

representing a wide spectrum of individuals for whom concerns in several

7

life domains were likely to be salient. For, example, compared to a

sample of young college students, an older adult sample of clinic out-

.

patients was expected tp have salient health concerns (which were

‘ser ious enough to warrant consul;ing a physician but not severe enough .

0

to prohibit out-patient status) and to have a broad range of concerns in

a number ‘of life domains such as family and personal. life and work life.

Virtually altl individuals asked to fill out a questionnaire agfge to do

s

so. However, a small humber of people were called to see the doctor
. u

before completing the questionnaire, so they were not included in the

analyses.

s

Procedures -

.

Trained interviewers from the Field Section of the Institute for
Social Research went to each of the three dut-patient clinics to recruit
respondents as soon as they began waiting to se€ a physician. This was

considered a convenient time for patients to E@rticipate in the study

-

because most people had to wait before a doctor was available. The

P -

interviewer gave the subject one version of .the questionnaire which had

beén randomly selected from among the six possible versions (see

-

.




3 ) ' ) )
discussion of design below) . The questionnaire was self-administered, -

. : ) . [V )
.but interviewers were available to answer any questions the respondents .

had. ' S

R ; |
‘ . ‘

Design . A

The 6§erall study design was a 3-factor mixed design -with phe
between-subjects factor? (“life aomain“) and two within-subjects )
factors ('"dimension'" of contrpﬁ and "perceptions and ne;ds“'for

control). Control was measured with reference to one of six life

.
o

domains: Work Life, Health, Personal Life, Emotions, Actions g Behavior,
v ; . A .
.or Life as a Whole.* Perceptions of control were‘measured in three
dimensions frequently examined in control research: internal (or-

personal) «<ontrol, cbntrol by others, and control by chance factors. In

-

order to apply the P-E Fit model, perceptions'and needs for control were

v

measured by asking questions in two commensurate forms: one referred to -

“

the ‘amount of control the person had and the other referred to the

[+

R

amount of control the person would like to have. Asking these questions
B ] . S '

1

3 |deally, it would: have been preferable to make "life domain' also a
within-subjects factor in which all control questions were asked for
each life domain rather than having subjects answer only with reference
to dfe specific domain. However, this was not feasible for two reasons.
fFirst, & questionnaire containing a sufficient number of items for
reliable measurement of _twq types of control in three dimensions
repeated for six different 1ife domains would have been prohibitively .
long and repetitious. -Second, differences in the meanings of similarly
worded questions in such a long questionnaire would undoubtedly have
been blurred, which woulo have- compromlsed any true |nternal and
dlvergent validity of the subscales.

4 We originally Blanned to include a '"self! domain. . However, because.
we wanted to phrase questions both in terms of feelings and of K
behaviors, two separate ''domains'' were included--Emotions and Actions &
Behavior--in an attempt to address: these two general aspects of the
self. Also, Life As A Whole was included as a global ''domain' which
hopefully would represent a kipd of summing up or averaging of more
specific domains (see footnote 1). ' °
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with paraliel wordings made it possible to compute discrepancy scores

indicatingﬂP-E "misfit" on control (cf., French, et al,. 1974; Harrisom,

978) 1 :

4

Measures ' i

Measures of control perceptions and needs. As indicated above,

‘questions were designed to measure perceived- and desired control for

three dimensions of control (internal, others, and chance). Two items,

3

which were dgve}ﬁbed a priori to measure gach ofgthese six constructs,
were averaged to form the_ﬁfiﬁary;indices. The basi;’stems of the
control items were very similar in“ali«Qersibng of the questionnaire.
OnTy"{he frame of reference varied ac;g(ging to‘thch life dom;ih‘a
subject Qad been randomly instructed to\tonsider while respondiné. nFor'
éxample. a person assigned to tﬁe Work Life domainﬁ@bu]d be askec:
“Du}ing the last 7 dayﬁ, th ;uch did others deterhine what you did ét
wéfk?“ Whereas, someone assigned to the Pe#ﬁona! Life domain would be
asLed: '"During the last 7 days, how much did.others dgtermine what
happened in your personal life?" Similarly worded items és;ed about how
much the respondeﬁt wanted others to determine what hapggned in a given

domain. Responses to all items were made using a 5-point Likert-type

scale with values' ranging from ''"not much" [1] to "a gfeat'déal" [5] of

°
~

control.

Measures of "misfit" on control. Ffor each of the three dimensions-

of control (internal, others, and chance) "misfit" measures were
L] . . . -
constructed to indicate the relative incongruence between the amount of

control respondents had versus the amount they wanted to have. . As

°

-

~described above, P-E Fit theory has proposed that pe}féct congruence

between what a person-has and wants should be related to less ''strain"
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(i.e., better well-being). However, discrepancy or "misfit" between
. o . o

what a person has relative to what that person wants should be

. ) . .

associated witﬁ higher strain and poore} well-being (cf., Frerch, et
al., 1974; Caplan, et al., 1980; Harrison, 1978). Strain could result
" from such incongfuence regardless of whether the misfit was in the

direction of "excess'"-(i.e., person has more control than wants) or

=
&

"deficiency" (i.e., person has less control than wants). ° \\~
- The hypqthesjs‘that~deqreased well-being could result from h;;?ﬁg
either too.mugh or too little.qf sdhething relative to what one wanted

is equivélent to proposing an interaction effect with strain which has

. L

explanatory power above and beyond the additive effects of the “H;Ve“j\k

" and "want" components. Possible models for such an interactibn have -

been discussed extensiQely elsewhere (cf., Caplan, et al., 1980; Ffrench,
et al., 1974; Harrison, 1978; Kahana, 1975). The most common technique
. - . 3y . .
. : ) Q . . :
‘modeling such a P-E fit,interaction is to compute the absolute

dlscrepancy between what one . has’ relatlve to what one wants. This

o

term is then added to the regression equation, after the "have“ and .

"want" components have been entered, to see if it explains any )

additiona4°variance. Hence, in the present study, misfit scores were
created by summing the zbsclute values of the differences between

commensurate pairs of '"have" and "want" control items. For example, if-

" a person gave responses of "3" and "4" to the first pair of items

[

Although discrepancy scores present -2 number of problems (e.g.,

+ reduced reliability), they have an interestipg advantage over the raw
scores from which- they were computed: constant factors that influence
respondents' answers (generating either stable "true score" or
correlated measurement error) are cancelled out when the raw scores are
subtracted. Thus, discrepancy scores are free of such constant factors

vleaving only "true dlfferences" and random noise in the difference N
measures. :

e e e e T T T
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meaéyring “have' and_“want“vbut gave responses of'“§” and "2" to the

»

second pair of commensurate items, this person's control misfit score"
would be "4" (i.e., |3-4] +,|5f2! = 4). Absolute misfit scores created
this way were then used in linear rggressibn procedures to ﬁodel

interaction effects on well-being measures.

Measures of well-being. Indicators of general well-being included’
i . ) . .

standardized scales for anxie;y,‘depression, and quality of life.

Anxiety and depression were assessed with items‘from the Hopkihé Symptom

. . N P ’ . . . .v

Checklist- (Derogatis, Lipman, Rickels, Uhlenhuth & Covi, 1974). . :
. , _ . . T _—

Responses were made using a Lb-point Likert-type scale indicating how

much during the-last seQen'days the respondent was botheredvby an aspect

of anxiety or depression. Perceived-quality of Jife_yas assessed with

standard .items developed by Andrews & Withey (1976). These items asked
about how tﬁe-respondent felt about friends and acqué{ntantes; home

I{Féi9healgh. delf, job, the way problems were‘handled, and life as a

—

whole. ReSponsegf;EFE\madeggsing'b J-point '"terrible tblderighted"

——

_scale (cf., Andrews & Withey, 1976), QEE\Wére\ayggfged-to form the-life

3 T

guality scale. - e . T
Results o e : S

Differences in Control Across Life Domains
_The first research question was whether control perceptions and

~

needs were the same across different iife domains.  To address this

guestion, a one-way multivariaie analysis of variance was run to

determine whether the perceived and de;ired control measures considered

- -

simul taneously (i.e., conthlling for corfelations’among'tﬁe control

measures) varied across the six-life domains. This was followed by

5

¢ e
k) e ———— ——
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uhivariate'analyses of vafiancéuglong with all pairwise Scheffe

Q

comparisons ‘to.examine specific ‘'group mean differences for each control-

“

index. These results are pfesented in Table 1.

- e e e e e e e e e e e e e e m wm owm w=

The MANOVA test for the equality of group means produced an F=2.07
(p<.001), suggesting oVerall'signiFicant mean differences among the
. ‘ . \ " ;:.‘ 'v' .
domains. . Considering the measures of control perceptions and needs.

v

Simultaneous]y, there were signifitant (p<.05) mean differéhtes\bethéeh
3 . . . Id . N o .

(a) the Health domain and all other domains and (b) thé Wok domain and

P

both Actions & Behavior and Life as, a Nhéle.'

o

Univariate ANOVAs indicated significant (p<.05) f-statistics for

3

3 of 6 control indices: internal .control one had, internal control one

t

‘wanted to have, and conitrol one wanted.others to have. The pairwise
Scheffe comparisons for these three contro]l indices indicated that moét

‘of the significént differences occurred between the domains of Work

’

VLife, Health, and Actiqns‘&.Behavjor. The average amount of .internal

‘control -one had was significantly lower over Work Life and Health than

over -both Actions & Béhavior"and‘bife as a Whole. Also, the internal
control one wanted over both Work Life and Health was significantly

lower than over both Actions & Behavior and Emotions. 1In fact, desired

~internal control over Health was signifidantly lower than all other

domains except fbr.WOrk Life. Thé last major difference was‘that

respondents wanted others to have sfgnificantly more control over the

Health domain than 0ver ahy other domain. The'gomafns of Personal Life,

Emotions, and Life as a Whojg“wete_noi_significant+y-d+fferent‘TFBﬁ”EéEﬁ“

4
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other for any of these centrol indices:. Neither perceived nor desired
control by chancé factors varied significantly (p >.05) across any §f

the life domains. S P

’

4 : : 8 . o ..

Consistent with common assumptions about control, most respondents

wanted more internal "contro]l and less external control than }hey;had.b
Jn each of the life domains;'respondents on the average desired higher

3

levels of internal control than they perceived they had; on the other
. . . -, .
4 . ’
~hand, respondents desired lower levels.oT control. by others and by .

"chance than they perceived they had. "
This-alse tended to be.true at the individual level.  Considering

~

allgdomaine together. scores computed'for each fndibidual.Ey summing the
discrepancy oetween commensu:ate'“have“ and 'want' items indicated that °
55% -of respondents had less internal control than they wanted whllq 286
had exactly what they:wanted; l7% of respondents had more |nternal

control than they wanted Snmllar computatlons indicated that 66% of

:requndents felt that they were controlled ‘by others mor e than they

_ wanted, wh|le£23% of.respondents_felt that others had Just the rlghn

3

amount of control; only 11% of respondents wanted otheérs to have more -

control than they had. Similarly. 57% thought chance factors controlled

N\, e,

things more than they wanted, while 332 had exactly what they wanted \\

only 10% of respondents wanted\more chance control than they ‘had.

a - . Y (\/‘\
Although the percentages guven above reflect the "average" domarh\
it should be- noted that there was some varia:ion‘among'domains in the -

-

percentages of people who had more or less of a given type of ~control

than they wanted Table 2 |nd|cates for each_ltie_domatn-the—percentage—~

of'people who'had “perfect fit" with regard to a given dlmen5|on of

control (i.e.,rthe amount they had was exactly what they wanted). Table

-
.

: - 22
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S

’
! 5
’

2 also indié}tes the percentagé of people having 'deficiency misfit' on

°
4

a given control dimension (i.e., the amount of contro} they had was less
h . v ¢ . " . ’ a ' ’
than-the amount they wanted), -and the percentage of respondents having ~

"excess misfit" (i.e., the amount of control they had was more than the

-
D

amount they wanted).*

excess misfit on inté}nql coritrol (i.e., having more thansthey wanted)

in the domains of Emotions (9%). and Actions & Behavior (8%). However,
in the health domain, 31% of respondents reported excess misfit én-

internal control. These trends were réversed for the external ®
dimensions of comtrol. For example, very'few'peopie reported déficfencx

misfit for control by other} in the domains of Emotions (52) Actions &

7

Behavior (72). and Personal Llfe (7%) however, 26% reported dofucuency

‘mlelt on control by others in the Health domain (i.e., they'wanted

°

others -to have morfe control over health). Chance control produced '
‘results similar to control 'by others except that the bercentage having

deficiency misfit in the Health domain was.smaller {14%).

.

-

Differential Impact of ‘Control*Across Domains

ks

The second research questioh was whéther higher berceived internal

o’ -
.

control (and lower external control) would be associkited with greater
- & -

v A

well-being across all the life domains examined. This question was

L

W~_~_These—measures of fit-weré" computed—B-_summlng the, dlfferences for
‘commensurate "have" and "want" items for a guven control construct.
They were "computed the same way as_the "absolute misfit" scores (see
"Methods) except that' the absolute value of .the discrepancies between
items was not taken. 'in this way, the distributions of positive values
indicating Hexcess misfit" and negative values indicating “def:cuency
misfit" could be observed separately for descriptive purposes.

o

E 5\' . -

It is interesting to note that very few respondents reported having ‘
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addressed using correlational and multiple regression procedures. '

Analyses relatiﬁg the control jndiceé_to the afﬁec} and quality of life

scales were computea within groups so that the magnbtudeéqand patterns

of association for the different life domains could<be compared. These

comparisons indicated whether the three dimensions of perceived control

s . . N

-

had more impact pn»weliﬁbeing in certain life domains than in others.

Perceptions. needs, and misfit on contro!}: Bivariate analyses. :

First, to make sure that the,variouS‘%ontfol meéasures were tapping
different aspepts_o} the construct, the integcorrelations among ghése.

measures were examined. Consistent with previous-research, the

~

internal, others, and chance control measures generally appeared. to Beﬂ

‘o

measuriﬁg differgnt dimensions. Avefagfng across all dqﬁains, perceived
internal control was correlated r = -.14 wfth perceived control by
' : - T e AR .
‘others (ranging'from +.20 to -.30.in specific déﬁains),'éna ro= -.04
with perceived chance controlV(raﬁgingbfromA+.06 to -.15 in_speciffc
ddmaing); per;éived contrdl by<others and chance CQntrothere corre{ated

r = .23 (ranging from -.01 to +.48B in specific domains). Also averaging

across all domains, desired internal control was,cbrrelatgd r = ~-.29° )

u
.

with desired control by.othersA(fanging_from +206't6 -.hé in specific

domains), and r= -.22 with desfred chance controf (ranging frqm %.03 to
—.Sd in specifﬁc domains) ; aesired control by others.and chance control
were correfaped r = ;35 (ranging from .20 to .55 in specific domains) . -

Overall, desired control in the three dimensions was somewhat more
Y : DR

“highly intercorrelated than perceived control; however, none of .the

relationships were high enough to suggest they wereNmea§Uring'the_same

dimension. - : . _ L K

O
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The bivariate relationships between the '"have' and "want" measures

1)

'were also examined to make’ sure they were not measuring the same thing.

ES PN LS ’

For example, if people had already succesSfully coped with "misfit" on

'contnol”by‘adjusting their aspirations .("want") to match their'
perceptions ©f what they-”haveP (cf., French, €t-ar., 1974) , then the

coﬁrelatlons between the percelved and desured control measures. might be

<

too hugh to detect ciscriminant valudlty. Although the "have" and

.

"want' measures were corrtlated the relationships wereci\k h-igh enough.

3

"to - |nd|cate that -they were measurlng |dent|cal perceptions and desures

e s

Averaging across all domains, perceived “and desired internal control

were correlated r = .36  (ranging from 15 to, .51 in spe&ific domains);

K

perceuved and desured control bx others were correlated. r. = .34 (rangjng

from - 02 to .52 in Sp8lelC domalns) and perceived and_desured.chanoe

3

~ Lo ]
control were correlated r = 38,(rang|ng from .04 to .69 in‘specific -

. .
. I3 . .- . e

domains)« . I'n the .domains in which’ these correlations were. fairly high,
i X S :
there might be some spurioda similarity in the patterns of findings for

the bivariate relationships between perceived and desiredocontro] with

¢ v

the well-being measures. However, thi’s was not a problem ‘in the
regression procedures reported in the next section because they .
controlled for any overlap (i.e., correlation) between the ''have" and

"'want' measures. . : . -

-

“Also important for overall |nterpretat|on of this study s f|nd|ngs

~were the i |ntercorrelat|ons among the dependent variables measurlng
well-being. The life quaj ity measure was correlated r = -.h9 with
anxiety and ro= -.56 with depression; anxiety and depression were

R

correlated r = .70. Thus, to some~extent_there should e a tendency for.

the pattern of findings to be somewhat similar for each of these
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well-befng measures simply because thei are fairly highlf correlated.

~
L3

However, these three measures didant\seem to be measuring Tdentical

aspects oﬁ.well-be}ng.‘so'they were ‘each anaPyzed separately. The

a

reader should keeo in mind, though. that the flndungs relatlng control

: - - . L .

to each of these well being measures_ dg do not represent |ndependent .
/ . ) . '6- .. :

: assessments of ‘the relationships. '

Tab%e.3 presents the correlations bet%een the three.weil-beiﬂbzi
.measures (ahxiety,.depression, and life quality) and the three types. of
. . e - 9 - oo .

- control measures: (a) parceptlons (i.e., the control one h ) (b) ...

3’\' :
needs/mot:ves (4 e., control one wanted). and (c) absolute musflt

between what'one‘had_and wanted. Correlations are presented for each:q#g
the three dimensions of control (lnternal. other§? and chance) For
.o i . L.

i .3

"examples,’ the first nunber in the table.‘..lo is the correlatnon between;

-

anxiety and the amount of internal control ‘one had over the Work Llfe ‘

_domain. These zero-order‘correlations are presentedfto indicate the
) . N N - . - N v . .
'dfréction‘and magnitude of the simple bivariate relationships between a

giVen control index and well-being measure (r.e.; not controllﬁng for
‘_l.. ' ) . o ) - ' V
the effects of any other variables) .~

, B T L
. p' i o - - . . - i
Overall,.the directions of the correlations were highly consistent

-

,inth‘what would be predicted from previous research on control} Hidher
internal control:was“generally assocgated with greater wellrbeingl;.
whereas'extennal control by others and chance tended to be related to
lawer well-being. However, there were qunte a,; few dlfferences in Ihe

sizes of correlations between any within-domain set of’control and:=well-

being measures. Ffor example, sometimes the highest correlation involved
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-~
. s
N

"bercepiﬁons of the control one had}réther.times the highest correlation

- . -

involved fhe control one wanted, and other times the highest correlation
« . . . : :

imvolved the misfit measune.

A simple count’ of the significant cofrelations involving each of

>

these types of control measures showed that the misfit indices produced
the ' most elgnufucant c0rrelat|ons (25), followed by the amount of

conrrol one had (20) and the .amount of cqntrol,one wanted (17). There

also seemed to be a difference in the number of significant correlations

-

“produced in different iife aomains. Again,la-simple count of the number

of sugnlflcant corre1at|ons |n each of the ‘domains showed that the

+ ~—— 2 —
e

highest numbers were. pfoduced in the domains of Actlons & Behavior,(JG):

l

.
.

Life asd:}Who!e (15), and Emotuons (1) . Fewer signifiéant cé}?élat{ah;\

-~

were fodnd in -the .domains of Personal Llfe (8) WOrk Llfe (6), and

Health-(6)f The control measures also preduqted depression and lufe »

. : . ., . » Y %
qqality somewhat better than anxiety. Thene Were.zh iigg?ficant
correlations inVolying:depreésfon,‘éz ﬁith.}{fe qualfty, Snd'lé.w}tm .: Y
anxiety. - - . ﬁ X _ R YN

. P

Perceptions, needs, and misfit on control: Regression analyses.

X . S
" A primary goal -of this study'was to examine whether a person's needs for

.
] . - ¥

-

‘a ) . N . B 4 _'
control and/or '"misfit" between perceptions and needs would explain .

- ' o | - . . . *
variag?on in well-being above and beyond perceived control,

’

Hierarchigal mu]i;FIe regression procedures were used to explore this

issue.
Az

7 |t should be noted that the counts provided in this paragraph were
-made primarily for descriptive purposes to summarize the bivariate
. findings. However, results of these counts pérallel the resylts of the
regression analyses, which are the more appropriate analyses for
examxnung the pattern of s:gnlfucant findings. . -

Q
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and desired.

'(perceptions) of control accounted for signifi

2

Because measures of the perceived (or expected) control one has
typically have been used in previous'research. the '""have'" measures of
control were. forced to enter first into the regression equations

*

predicting well-being. Thus,.:results produced at the first step of the

.regressiofis can be-interpreted as conceptually similar to ones produced

in much previous research.
At the second step of the regressions, the "want“%méasures were .
entered into the equations to determine whether they accounted for a

significant increase in the variance beyond what was already accoynted .

_for by the "have' measures. - Lnstancesin which-significant-amounts=of=—-

3

variance were added would indicate that needs/motives for control were’

L4

important apart from perceptions of the cobtro[ one has.

At the third step of the regressions, the meadures of "misfit"

between perceptions and, needs for control were added into~the equations

to determine whether they accounted for a significant .increase in

* variance beyond what was already accounted for by the '‘have" and "want"

compbnents of control. Cases in which misfit measures added significant

amounts of variance would indicate that interactions resulting from the

discrepancy between perceptions and needs for control were important for

predicting well-being above and beyond knowing only what one perceived

»

Table 4 summarizes the results of the hierarchical regression

\
.

analyses. At the first.step of the regfessions. the "have" measures

I .
‘cant amounts of vartance
< ) .

in the well-being measures in 372 of the cases (i.e., 20 of 54

r

regressions). The "want' measures (needs/motives) cf control entered at

the second step of the regressions accounted for significant addttional

-
.
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variance in 22% of the cases (i;Eijwlz\pf 54 regressions) . At the third

step of the regressions, the "misfit" m;;;:;gg\$ndipating absolute =
. ' . .. T e
discrepancy between perceptions and needs for control added significant

amounts of variance beyond the "have" and "want’ measures in 28% of the

v

cases (i.e.,” 15 of 54 regressions). In fact, the needs and/or misfit

measures of control. accounted for significant—additional variance in

well-being beyond that accounted for by perceived control in almost L5%
‘ 2

of the regressions (24 of 54).

N

-

The distribution of significant effects varied across the six life

together, -the most significant effects were fbdnd in the.doméincof
Actions & Béhavior (15 in;tanCes of significant effecté). The next
highest;numﬁer offgignificant effectg oCcurrgd in the domain,of Emotiong
(9), followéd Sy;work Life and Life as a Whole (7 each{, Personal Lifg
(SL, and Health (k). ansider}ng only the “want'Il and #misfit“ measures
of control, tHe domafns producing th; most sigﬁificant effects were.
Actions §& éehavior»(YO),,WOrk Lifg’(el, and Embtfon; (L)}
.Jhe'diétributiég 6f.significant qesult;'élso tended to .be
dfﬁfé(entialjy‘distributéd aﬁong tﬁe.tﬁ;ee dimensions ;} controlg (i.e.,

t

internal, others, and chance). Considering -the "have," "want," and

"misfit" measuréé together, .the measures of chance control p;odu;ed the
B : o @ * ' . . )

most signifi;ant'effécts'(ls instances) followed:by the measures of

internal control (lG-instances)';nd ;ontrof by others (12 instances).

The "have" measuré of chance control produced the most significant

- effects (9 instances). Whereés;the "want'" measure for control by others

e

25
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. (15 instances) or anxiety (14 instances).
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_produced the fewest significant effects (1 instance). The remaining

measures produced €ither 5 or 6 sign}ficant effects each. . The number of
significant éffects produced by the misfit measures was equaliy
distributed across.the internal, others, and‘éhance dimeﬁgions (5
jnstances in each). It might also be noted that’deﬁ}ession was

i

significantly predicted by the control measures in these regression

.analyses somewhat more often (18 instances)® than either life quality

- Discussion

Differences in Control Across Life Domaihs

— " With regard to the control generalization issue, it was

hypotﬂesized that pebple would perceive that they have and report that

they want more pefsonal coritrol in dqmains related~to'5elf than in more
interpersonal or other-oriented domains such as work life. It was'a[So
hypothesized that individuafs would ?anx less pe;sonal control qver

domains “in which they felt less competent to deal with domain-related

problems.lsuch as health. Results from this study provided mixed

- 'support for these hypotheses.

As predicted, there were~significant differences in perceptions and

needs for control across the‘sémpling of six-domains examined in this

;study.” Most involved differences between. the domains of Actions &

~

‘Behavior, Work Life,.and Health. As hypothesized, people had the most

internal control over the self-oriented domain of Actions & Behavior and

the least internal control over the more interpersonal and pther-

3 The fact that depression was related to control more often than the
_other two well-being measures is consistent with previous literature on
learned helplessness, which has been proposed -as a mode]l for ‘depression
. (Seligman, 1975). . ) . :
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oriented domain of Work Life. However, the domains of Emotions and

Health might also be considared 'self-oriented," and perceived internal
controf means for these domains were not among the highest. In fact,
average internal control in the Health domain was the lowest, along with

-]

Work Life, of all the domafns.

Finding thatlinternal control over Health was lower thén other
" domains, however, was consistent witH the se;ona hypothgsis. It was
hypothesizgd that people might be expected to perceive less personal

o -

control in domains where they did not feel competent to solve specific

domain-related problems. In such Eases, they might want others who are

-

more knowledgeable or competent in solving suchﬁproblems to have

‘control. The finding that participants in this stﬁdy perceived and

wanted low persona! control yet wantéd others to have high Ieﬁels of'

i
'

control over thé'Health domain re‘ative to other domains was §onsistéht
with this hypothesigﬁ It was very likely that these clinic.
out-gatients, whose health had recently been thﬁeaPened, would_want.
control overlhealth probléms to be in the hands of a coﬁpetent "other!
(g.g., a physic{an).
‘ while“both\perceived and desired internal control and desired
control by others sﬁowed véffation-atross life domains, no significant "
mean differences~across dqmains were foqnd for"pefeefvéd_control by
others or for perceived and'désifed control by chance factors.
Perceptions'and needsifor "external"’tybes ofICOntrél migﬁf generally'
tend to be lower and more uniform acfoés a variet} of life domains than
peréept;ons and ﬁeeds for internal (or personal) control. «This might be

especially true for perceptions and desires for chance control Because'

such control generally implies randomness and unpredictability, which’

ERIC - 31
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can be thrgatening and Qtressful in most life domains. This might be
less consistently true for.perceptiéﬁs and needs for control by others
if the hypothe§is qbout perceived compétence in handling domain-specific
problems is true.

Results indicating some differences in perégptions and needs for
control across life dom;ins-suggest fhat more globai measurés of control
migﬁt sometimes be misleading sr inappropriaté.. For exahple, a.person.
whose hea]th.has-receﬁtly been th?eatened might perceive and desire low
personal control over the healih pfobiem and waqt exté}ﬁal control by an

expert other. Yet that same pen;onw%jght simultaneously;perceive and
[ ) S

(2

"

[

desire very high internai contrd1 oveﬂ\his or her own actions and

N

7 !
ot be reflected in a global measure

behavior. Such differences might
. ) /\. Ko

of “locus' of control and, therefore, their impact-on various outcomes

might 'not be observed.

Differential Impact of Control Across Life Domains

| Finding that there can be differences in percepfions of and desires
“for céntrol in varioQ; life domains leads to the second ma_jor j;sue
addressed in this research. That is, if perceptions and needs for
ccnffol vary across life doﬁains,‘so might the impact on well-being. A
related issue is whether thg relationship-betwegglweli»being~;nd ;ontrol
isva function only of percéptions aSout the amqunt‘of control one has or

expects in a given domain or whether one's needs for control also relate

i to well;being;

Perceptions of control. Overall, the findings relétfhg well-being
to perceivgd.control were consistent with previous research.: Although

the magnitude of the correlations varied greatly among life domains and

dimensions of control (i.e., internal, others, chance), higher_levels of

\
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internal control tended to be associated with greater well-being whereas

highef’levels of external control by others and chance tended to be

related to pborer well-being. The magnitude of the correlations between

'
3

perceived control and ithe well-being measures werehstatisticallyf

s

significant most often in the domains of Actions & Behavior, Emotions,

<

and Life as a Whole and least often'in the domains of Work Life,

Personal Life, and Health.

~

Me?sures of the amount of chance control oné perceived_prqduced a
greatér number éf s}gnffican; correlations with thevwell-being measures
“than did perceptions of intern{l'gontrol or control'by others. Also,
perceptibns of chance ;ént}bl predicted th% three_wéﬁl-beihg measufes

equally well; whereas-perceptions of internal control were more often
related to life quality and perceptions of control by others were more
ofteh related to depression than to the other welT-being measUres./

Needs for control‘aéd "misfit." Results presénted_here indicated
that needs for control and misfit between Heéds and perce#t{ohs"providéd
add}t}onalbexplanatoéf‘powér beyond control perceptions fof prediéting
'fﬁé me;sQres of we]]-béing used in this study:' ln,élmost L5% of the
anéfysés examining thiﬁ issue, either coptrgl need§ or misfit (or both)
accounted for §fgnificant~additional variance in well-béing after |
perceived controi-was taken into'acéount. | |

.

As with control perceptions, the needs and mlsflt measures of
-
con&nakﬂfﬁihe‘varTBUE—T*TE_EEEETEE—ETso tended to have a differential

impact on well-being. Needs for control.and.mhsflt on control most ’
often explained“significant amounts of variance, after accounting for

perceived control, in the domains of Actions & Behavior, Work Life, and

33
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Emotions’ 4C6nsidering misfit on cqntnol specifically, if’was,moét
likely to have an impact onlwell-bei;g'independept of percéptions‘and'l
needs fn the domains of Actions & Behavior - and Work Lffe.

I't is interestinélto note that the measures of control peréeptions,.
needs; and hisfit.pfodu;éd the greatfst'humber of independent
significant effects in the life domains for Which people felt they had.
and/or wanted éither-the most or least internal conirol. For examp1;;
the highest levels of pe;ceived-internal COntrci.weré reported for the
domains of Actions & Behavior and Life as a Whole while the lowest
levels were reported for work‘Life.and Health. The"hfqhest levels of
desired fntgrnal cbntrbl weré reported in the domains of Actions &
Behavior anditmotions% while thé lowest .were in Work Life an§ Health.

The greatest number of independent sigﬁificant effects produced b} the

control measures occurred for the domains of Actions & Behavior and

Emotions, followed by Work Life and Life as a Whole. Thus, control

perceptions, needs, and misfit were all impbrtant.predictors of

‘well-being in the domains for which perceived and/or desired internél

control}was significantly hfgh or low--with the exception of the Health .
domain. Even.thdugh the Health domain did not produge as many
significant effects as the other domains just noted, 3 of -4 significant

£y

effects which did occur involved the contro} needs or-misfit measures.

—_—

‘This further points to the importance of considering needs for control

in addition to perceived control.. -

>

Also of note was the fnging that control perceptions, needs, and

misfit measures in all three dimensions of contrbl"(i.e., internai,,
. . <

others, and chénce) produced signfficaﬁt independent effects on

[N

well-being. In fact, measures of chance control producedltheﬂgFeétest

34
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\

number of significant effects followed by meagufeﬁ of internal control

-

and control- by others (in that order). Thus, altﬁoggh extreme levels of

» n

percéived or desired internal control differentiated fhe‘dqmains for
thch control had a greater impact on @gll-being, measures\in all three
dimensions of. control within these domains were related to well-being.

Summary. and Conclusions i

2

Fiﬁdiﬁgs ihdicated that ind}viduals did perceive and desir;
"différing Fmouﬁts of control across domains. -People perceivéd the most
interral control ove}'the self-oriented domain of Actiéns & Behavior and”
‘the iow?§t internal control over the more interpersonal and
othér—re]ateq<dohéin of WOrk'Lffé. Des}red internal coqt;ol alsé was
highe; fpr th; more self-oriented domains of Actions & Behavior and
Emétions but lower for’pﬁ; otHér—6rfented domain of Work Life.
Unliké?;hat mfght be predictedvfroh pfeviods reseggch,yp;ogle also
perceived and desired very Tow levels of internal control'err the
Health domain. At the same time, tﬁéy desiredta hfgher lével of control
by Jthgré over the Health .domain thaﬁ ény-o;her'domajn‘egamined.
Considéfing that participants in this study were §linic oﬁt-patients'who
presumably had_expefienced a recent thréat;to their health, tgese o |
results Qefe consistent with the'hypothesié that'indideuals-who'feelv ;
less competent to deal with-a specifi¢ problem will prefer control fh
* the problem-relatéd domain to be in the hands of an "éxpert" other
(e;g., a physician when thé:pfoblem is in thg doméin of health).‘
No domain differences wefé found for ﬁerceptions_of or desires for’
conirpl by chance facpors\-'Fgr bﬁtﬁ.types o%'"e*fernal" c@ntéol by
others and chance,‘perceptioag and needé‘generaliy tendédA;o be lowef

{

and more uniform across life domains than for internal coptrol{ Such

2
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findings might be expected particularly for chance control because it

!

generally ihplies unpredictability,'which is frequently considered

undesirable and stressful in any domain. The low and generally

.

undesirable'levels of control by others might also be more consistent19

found across a variety of domains except when péople feel incompetent to

N

handle domain-related problems and prefer to relinquish control to

e

expert others. e U

- . . - i
-

~In summary, well-being (as indicated in this study by measures of

o

anxiety, depression, and life quality) was most.likely to be rgléteplto
control perceptions, needs, and misfit in the self-oriented domains of

Actions & Behavior and'Emotions;_the more globél Life as a wholgfdomaiﬁ, \\

e 8 .

and -the interpersonal other-oriented domain of Work Life. On the whole,

control in the self-driented domains appeared to be most important among

w

the domains examined for predicting the well?being measures jncludéd in.

. P

this study. Because cpntfol in the more global Life as a Whole doméin'
was af§o important, it is interesting to speculate about what people
were actually considering, when they made fheir judgements about control.

For example, it would be especfally interesting if people‘primarily

s

considered the amount of self-oriented control they had and wanted over
. o Y y

var ious a§peéts of their lives when they made their global

P

life—as-a-thle evaluations.
" :

Future regeerch to'replicate and expand.these findings could’bé

useful[for gaining\g better understanding of the general concept of

control.. For examp!é}»useful information about how control impacts on

-

. various outcomes might resylt from examining more specific aspects,of

N,

control (e.g., control via\sbgision-making when a person does or does

not have sufficient information; control related to self-determination




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

33
. . .
versus power over others; control likely to produce positive outcomes

versus negative outcomes; different bases for control by othérs; and so

A ] 1

'forth)./’Begter understanding might also be ga{ned thrdugh research

-

~exploring more clearly defined domains, such as specific aspeéts of
seLf—control’invo1ving weight redqétign'on physical fitness, manitai';_y

interactions, or supervisory versus subordinate work relationships.

4 ’

Such refinements aloné with considering-both the amount of control one
has and desires should help provide a better understanding of the
mechanisms by which control impacts on psychological adjustment and

well-being. Co ' oY

':u}
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Table |

MEANS AND ANOVA' RESULTS COMPARING CONTROL MEASURES ACROSS DOMA:LNS

Control Indices Ii
Domains " - Perceived Control . Desired Control
Internal Others Chance ©Internal Others Chance *
‘Work Life 3.4 2.9 1.8 a.0° 1.8" 1.3,
Health .41 2.6 2.1 3.9 - 2.2¢ 1.5
. 3 - \ {(/?
Personal Life a.e 2.5 2.0 a.21. 160 |° 13
" Emotions ' 3.7 2.8 21 4.4%. 1.7 1.6,
Actions & Behavior 'RL 2.6 2.2 aew | 4ee 1.3
Life as a Whole 3.9t 2.5 1.9 4.3 1.7% 1.4 '
Univariate F . 2.53* .92 1.2 5.334* " 2.98* - 1.05
¢ta .18 T A5 .25 9 - 12
¢ p< .05 N
**p<c .04

. o Y
IMANOVA F=2.07 (p< .001) . ' AN ‘ -
‘Mahalanobis distances indicated: (a) Health was significantly different from all other domains. and (b)
Work L1fe was significantly different from both Actions &\Behavior and L1fe as a Whole.

'Perceived internal control was slgniflcantly lower (p< 05) over Work Life and Heal th than over both
Actlons & Behavior and Llfe as a whole.

’Des!red internal control over Work Life was significantly (p< fos) lower than over both Emotions and
Actions & Behavior.

‘Desired internal control over Health.was significantly (p< .05) lower than over the Personal Life, Actions
& Behavior, Emotions, and Life as a Whole. / : -

‘Destired cdntrol by others over one’'s Health was significantly (p< .Q5) higher than‘ovor all other doﬁplhs.
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PERCENTAGES OF CONTROL MISFIT' DISTRIBUTIONS

Table 2

. ¢

" Internal Contro!

Control By Others

Chance Control

45

+
"
!
i

i

(Hew) [(Hewf (H>W) _fh cw few| oo W (| Hew jhew Wo¥
Domains - ||Deficiency|Perfect Excess ||Oaficiency|Perfect| Excass Def 1¢1ency Perfect Excoss.i;
MistIt()| FIt(%){Misf1t(h) fi?flt(%) FAe() MisFIE(RI|| MIstILCAN] FALCR) MtsFit(R) -
pet., 8 en. || 5| 8 | N P I TH S 'S i
Qonk.Lifo 50 30 20 | 19 2% 64 " a | = 'a.
persona| Lite 5 7| 1| 7 2l 16 8 | % | 55*’:'
Idaalth @ | 1] o % | a| sl w | u| &
Lite s whote| 41 | 38 1 12 25 62 10 30 60
Emotlons  61 | 30 9 8 27' 68 1 a8 55
11 Domatns || 55 28 (7 1 2| e || 10 2 57
"ﬁisfit computﬁp as | (H = W), vhere H'gnd W are connensurate “have® and "vant® items.
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N Table 3 . -
PEARSON CORRELATIQNS’ BETWEEN CghTROL AND WELL‘BEI“G MEASURES WITHIN EACH LIFE DOMAIN
Anxiety 1} - Depression . " Life Quality
Control Dimension | ‘ Cont?ol' Control ' " Control

& Life Domain T - , — : .
: Have| Want Misfit|| Have| Want|Misfit|| Have| Want |Misfit -

- (n) INTERNAL

(60) Work Lite -.10 {-.06 | .19 [[-.03 [-.36" .01 || .13 [ .21 | -.26"
(55) Health |-.03 [-.15 || .24+[|-.05 [-.28"[ .07 | .16 | .14 -.28"
(60) Personal Lite |-.20 {-.01 || .12 |]-.25 | .00 | .24, 35| .20 | -.27"
(%9) Emotions  [-.29"| .21 || .25+|[r.08 | .10 | .01 [| .13 | .06 | .03
(39) Acts. & Behav.|-.20 36" L6 []-.07 [-u30] .11 f| 277 .e8"[ -.20,

: , : * * .
.UGO) Life as Whole |-.18 |[-.04 .32 -.23 |-.28 .29 .41 .27 -.35'

(n) OTHERS -

' (60) Work Life .09 | .08'] .28°[| .07 | .12 | .20 [|-.26 |-.09 | -.25
(55) Health L11 | .12 | -.10 18 | 09 | -.08 {|-.26 } .01 { -.04
‘ *

. . *
(60) Personal Life | .17 |-.05 .29 .20 |-.05 24t 1-.22 |]-.00 | -.32
(59) Emotions .23 | .12 .29 .36 | .17 | .36 []-.09 ]-.11 .04
. : , - ) +
(39) Acts. & Behav.| .49 | .44 | .24:|| .48 | .54 .01 ||-.14 |-.28 .10

AN . . +
(60) Life as Whole | .21 | .13 | . .08 || .2¢"| .23%| .24"|[-.187]=.22 | -.22

{n) CHANCE B 2.
(60) Work Life .20 | .03 | .08 || .20 w’.%}:’i 15 [[-.277 |16 | -.20
(55) Health 1 36" a9 | n33'|| 2] .20 f .37||-.26 [-.15 | -.08
(60) Personal Life | .07 | .11 | .06 || .11 [ .20 | .18 32" |-.27") -.38"
(59) Emotions 23%] .17 | .20 || 46" .387| .3e%[|-.17 | 1| -.23t
(39) Acts. & Béhav.| .31%| .58"[ .24 || .42"| .e2"| .377[|-.26"|-.38"| -.28

’ - + *
(60) Life as Whole | .16 .08 .09 .36 .19 .22 j1-.37 |-.21 | -.27

'Note: Listwise deletion of missing data within a life domain, so:respondents'
had complete data on all control and well-being measures.

*p< .10, 2-tailed

*
p< .05, 2-tailed




Table 4 .-

MULTIPLE R'S FROM HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION ANALYSES PREDICTING WELL-BEING -
FROM CONTROL PERCEPTION, NEEDS, AND MISFIT {FORCED IN THAT ORDER)

- . Anxiety Depression Life Qual 1:cy

Control Dimension Control A Confrol Control

& Life Domain ‘ ' — ‘ . :
' add add add add ; add add
*Have*' | *Want'! | *Misfit®> || "Have” | “Want® | *Misfit* {| *Have' | "Want* | *Misf{t*
INTERNAL n B
Act. 8 Benav. 39 | .20 .35+ 42 .07 .31+ 34! 21+ | .49 | 81
L» " .
Work- 60| .10 10 21 03 | .3 | .38 SERE X a9+
Pers. Life - 60| .20 .21 .21 .15 16 A7 .35 | .36 37
- . T | | .

Health 55 | .03 A6 | 4 .34 .05 ' [ 300 32 XTI Y 30+
Life as Whole 60 | .18 18 .34+ 23+ | .30 .38+ Ate |42 a2
Emot. & Feel. 59 | .29¢-| .39 .40 .08 | .M 15 43| 22

4 :
OTHERS
Act. & Behav. 39 | .49% .54 55 8¢ | .58+ 61 14 .28 “.29
— ’./’ -
Work 60 | .09 10 .30* .07 A4 | 328 6 |, .18 320
Pers. Life 60| .17 22 30 .20 26 | .2 21+ | .24 31
’ ’ .

"Health 55 | .11 14 20 14 A5 .20 A6 18 A8
Life as Whole 60 [, .21 22 23 24+ | .28 32 18 | .19 24
Emot. & Feel. 59 | .23+ | .23 e || e | e | aee 09 | .12 A6 -

o I‘ -
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Table 4 ) '

MULTIPLE R'S FROM HIERARCHICAL.REGRESSION ANALYSES PREDICTING WELL-BEING
FROM CONTROL PERCEPTIONS, NEEDS, AND MISFIT (FORCED IN THAT ORDER)

"

(continued) , .
Anxiety | . Depression | \ Life Quality
.Control Dimension - Contro! ' : 'Controi : Control "
& L1fe Domain ‘
o | add add add add add " add |
' "Have"' | "Want"! | "Misfit"’ “Have" | "Want* | "Misfit" "Have" | "Want" "Misfit',
CHANCE S ' . {:‘ : : :
Act. & Behav. 39 M+ .60* BT+ 42¢ |+ 657 NEL .2 L .4a+'
© Work 60| .20 .20 .28 520 320 | .34 21 | .8 . .30
Pers. Life | .07 | .12 12 ST W I A | e | L3 A5
Health . ' 85 36 | .40 .42 20 |8 | .3 .16 .22 .22
Life as Whoie 60 16 16 A7 .36+ .36 31 .37 .37 +.37
_ Emot. 8 Feel. 59| .20+ | .20 24 46 TS\;:F\rf 46 a1 | e |

!Table ertries are the simple bivariate correlations between the "huve* control measure and well- boing

'Table entries are:the multiple R's predictirg well-being which result from adding the "want" control measure |nto
the equation already containing the 'nave“ measure.

'Table entries are the multiple R's pred1ct1ng well-bz.ng which resuit from adding the absolute 'misflt' measure
into the equation already containing the “have" and “want' control measures.

+ p< .10, two-tailed
¢ p< .05, two-tailed

NOTE: Significance indicated refers to the amount of additicnal variance accounted for at each step of the .
regression




